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Multiple Use on Our National Forests? A Literature Review and Discussion. 
Chair: Dr. Paul Alaback 
The USDA Forest Service agenda does not coincide with the statutory authorities 
specific to management of national lands. The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 
provides for a variety of uses on National Forest lands. The Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 authorizes long term planning for such uses. 
The National Forest Management Act of 1976 authorized the Forest Service to provide 
for "multiple use and sustained yield of the products and services obtained there-from,.. 
. and, in particular include coordination of outdoor recreation, and range. These Acts 
have failed and as a result the harvest of timber has e5q)erienced a dramatic decline. 
"Zoning" has replaced multiple use as the dominate technique for determining land use. 
We are now in a state of preservation of a vast area of lands called Wilderness, Wild and 
Scenic River, National Recreation Area, and now Roadless Area designations. Only 
through more careful revision of planning regulations, that would provide for multiple 
uses including timber, sustainability, and enforcement of said regulations, can the Forest 
Service continue to meet the needs of the American people. 
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INTRODUCTION 
In a September 30"*, 2000 report, the Government Accounting Office (GAO) 
criticized the United States Department of Agriculture's Forest Service as exhibiting a 
lack of direction. The report charges that the 1999 planning regulations make ecological 
sustainability a priority in federal land management, leaving economic and social 
sustainability as secondary and tertiary agenda (GAO/RCED-00-256). It also states that 
this elevated priority of resource protection is consistent with the agencies evolving 
mission but does not coincide with the statutory authorities specific to management of 
national lands. The report holds envirormiental laws enacted in the 1960's and 1970's 
responsible for the shift in management regime from an agency managing for multiple 
uses including timber, recreation, and water supplies to one of protection. The National 
Forest Management Act (90 Stat. 2949), NFMA, of 1976 authorized the Forest Service to 
provide for "multiple use and sustained yield of the products and services obtained there­
from, ... and, in particular include coordination of outdoor recreation, and range". The 
objective of this paper is to review the laws enacted to provide for multiple use and to 
discuss the current situation the national forests find themselves in with regard to 
multiple use. It is important to take a brief look at the background of national forests, 
and the laws guiding their management to better understand today's state of gridlock. 
BACKGROUND 
The Oi^anic Act 
The Sundry Civil Appropriations Act of 1897 (30 Stat. 11,34) provided specific 
authority to the General Land Office (GLO) to manage forest reserves and impose 
"protection" of such lands (previously set up by Presidential proclamation in 1891) as the 
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overriding management objective. (Cubbage et al 1993). Also known as the Organic Act, 
this decree specifically stated that no forest should be established except to improve and 
protect the forest within boundaries designated by the President (Cubbage et al 1993). 
The Organic Act elucidates that the purpose of forest reserves was to secure favorable 
conditions of water flow and furnish a continuous supply of timber by preserving living 
and growing timber and promoting young growth on the national forests (Cubbage et al 
1993) 
Sustained Yield 
It was in the 1930's that the concept of sustained yield forestry was adopted and 
meant that planting trees after harvest (and other silviculture treatments) would ensure 
that there would be no shortage in the future. This concept eventually changed ..." by 
shifting the emphasis from the forest to the forest industry, sustained yield came to mean 
the continuous production of lumber rather than forests" (Steen 1976 p. 47). The shift 
expanded conservation of forests to include the commitment and conservation of 
industry. Thus the Sustained Yield Forest Management Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 132) was 
enacted. This act stated that the Forest Service and lumber companies "could now enter 
into a long-term agreement promising a constant supply of public timber to feed the 
company's mill at or above the appraised value, without competitive bids" (Steen 1976 
p.47). The act was an effort to stabilize local communities dependent on timber jobs. 
During the 1960's there was a plethora of legislation reflecting activities akeady 
occurring on public lands (MacCleery and Le Master 1999). The Multiple-Use-
Sustained- Yield Act (74 Stat. 215), or MUSYA, discussed later in detail, declared that 
"National lands are established and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, range. 
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timber, watershed and wildUfe, and fish purposes" (Cubbage et al 1993 p.535). The 
importance of MUSYA Hes in the recognition of the concept that the national forests as 
having a wide array of legitimate uses. The National Forests had been a great provider of 
timber after World War II, and now the cohesion of harvesting and acceptance of the 
resulting aesthetics was over. Where once the timber industry had worried about power 
lines and reservoirs as a threat to removing acres subject to timber harvest, now they 
faced the threat of recreationalists considerations of aesthetics of the forest. Conflicts 
were looming on the horizon (Steen 1976). These conflicts developed as the dramatic 
increases in harvest after World War II was becoming apparent on the landscape. 
Wildlife biologists and recreationalists, armed with Rachel Carson's book "Silent 
Spring", pushed Congress in the 1960's and 70's to enact laws such as the National 
Environmental Policy Act (83 Stat.852), The Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890) and The 
Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884). It was the interpretation of this legislation that 
set the stage for today's increasing dysfunctional management of the forest. 
THE LAWS 
The need to clearly define the legislation governing national forest management 
cannot be overly stressed. The next section of this paper provides descriptions of 
pertinent laws, their reasons for enactment, and literature reviews/critiques when 
applicable. 
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 215) 
"This act codifies the policy that "national forests are established and shall be 
administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish 
purposes." The act was intended to supplement the policy established in the Organic 
Administration Act of 1897. The secretary of agriculture is directed to "develop and 
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administer the renewable surface resources of the national forests for multiple use and 
sustained yield." A utilitarian definition of multiple use is given: "The surface resources 
of the national forests so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the 
needs of the American people." Similarly, sustained yield is defmed as "the achievement 
and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regulated output of the various 
renewable resources without the impairment of the productivity of the land."" 
(Cubbage et al 1993 p.535) 
Figure 1 shows an increase in the recreational demands of the forest. By the 
1950's these increases triggered increasing conflicts in plans made by forest managers. 
Annual recreational visitor days (RVD's) increased from 26 million in 1950 to 81.5 
National Forest Recreational Use 1925-1975 
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Figure 1. MacCleery and Le Master 1999 and www.census.gov 
*High percentages may be due to repeat visits. 
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million in 1959 (Cubbage et al 1993). Prior to the MUSYA of 1960, it seemed the 
primary consideration for utilization of the forest was for timber production (Steen 1976). 
Plarming for timber and grazing rarely interfered with each other, and plans for these two 
uses were separate and simple (Cubbage et al 1993). The MUSYA solidified the equality 
of the other uses including recreation, and fish and wildlife. The law defined multiple 
use as a combination of utilization of timber, range, fish and wildlife, recreation, and 
minerals to meet the needs of the American people, and stated that economic returns were 
not the limiting factor. Previously, improvised policies on various uses had been brought 
about as needed, the MUSYA served to unify these policies (Steen 1976). 
The MUSYA was instituted due to a host of factors. Foremost, was the Forest 
Service weariness of losing land to the DOI's National Park Service (a primarily 
preservation/recreational oriented land agency). The Forest Service wanted to strengthen 
its authority as a provider of recreation opportunities (Cubbage et al 1993). Second, there 
was increased pressure fi-om timber interests to harvest more timber, while 
preservationists (who were gaining strength) wanted to protect more forestland from 
timber extraction and management. Both factions perceived what they wanted to out of 
the legislation, and exhibited selective perception to what was transpiring. 
Theorists suggest that problems with multiple-use arise when there is more than 
one use for one resource, and if there is not enough of that resource to meet multiple 
demands. (Yaffee 1994). Difficult decisions are required for the allocation of resources 
to multiple demands. There are varying values that people hold of the management of 
public lands and land managers decisions inevitably create controversy. Bolle (1987) 
stated that the Forest Service was ingrained with harvesting timber that national forest 
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plans were skewed to making timber activities appear beneficial to wildlife and water 
production. 
MUSYA set precedence of uses in a time when the timber industry was 
questioning whether the Organic Act of 1897 allowed for multiple uses on national 
forests. It is significant that the MUSYA was the first time "wilderness" was mentioned 
in a federal statue (Cubbage et al 1993). 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 476) 
"This act authorizes the secretary of agriculture to prepare a decennial assessment 
document to facilitate long-term planning for the national forests. The minimum content 
of the assessment includes: 
(a) an analysis of present and anticipated demand and supply of renewable resources, 
(b) an inventory of present and potential renewable resources, 
(c) a description of Forest Service programs and responsibilities, and 
(d) a discussion of policy considerations, laws, and regulations affecting forest 
management. 
As part of the assessment, the secretary must develop and maintain on a continuing basis 
a comprehensive inventory of renewable resources. In addition, a five-year program 
document that includes alternatives for the protection, management and development of 
the national forest system must be prepared and submitted to the President. The 
assessment and program documents, together with a detailed statement of policy, are 
intended to be used in framing presidential budget requests for Forest Service activities." 
Cubbage et al 1993 p.533 
The Resources Planning Act (RPA) directed the Secretary of Agriculture to 
evaluate the national forests every ten years, and submit long range plans to be updated 
every 5 years (Frome 1984). The first report was due in 1975, the second in 1980 and the 
third in 1990. The RPA activities yielded only minor success in integrating incongruent 
levels of authority and multiple uses in the national forest planning process (Hirt 2000). 
Many theorists have pontificated about the bold, but largely unsuccessful effort. Senator 
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Hubert Humphrey (D-Miimesota) was a leader in pushing the RPA through Congress. 
The intent was to eliminate individual problem analysis for multiple uses such as timber 
harvest, livestock grazing, watershed health, fish and wildUfe habitats, and wilderness 
issues through preparation of more holistic and integrated forest plans (Frome 1984). The 
impetus for the RPA was: 
1) concern over the absence of long term planning in the federal government 
2) division between timber industry and conservation groups over forestry issues, 
3) concern for lack of funding for natural resource conservation from the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) 
(Cubbage et al 1993 p.333). 
Prior to this flurry of legislation formulated by the Forest Service, planning 
focused on timber management and on little else. Planning in this manner led to conflicts 
with and between the timber industry and environmental groups, both of which failed to 
get everything they wanted and mistrusted the Forest Service. Long term planning related 
to development and execution of American forest policy through the RPA was intended 
to help convergence of the two factions. Environmentalists felt programs outside the 
timber departments would deteriorate due to the need for justification in terms of specific 
goals and objectives. These sides have only become increasingly polarized since the 
RPA's inception, possibly due to a misunderstanding of the problem. 
Behan (1990) suggested that local problems related to unhappiness with forest 
management, aesthetics and local timber job losses eventually get escalated to regional, 
and then national controversies. Once elevated to higher levels, attention to local 
concerns are then lacking. These quarreling factions have identified a non-existent 
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problem. A clear-cut is labeled as poor management when really it is a personal 
ideological difference. These differences get framed as a technical problem, and 
improper planning is the scapegoat used by all sides in the controversy to further all their 
interests. The search for mediation to these problems produced laws such as the RPA, 
NFMA, and MUSYA. 
The third impetus for the passage of the RPA was a concern by the Forest Service 
and some congressional supporters over the inadequacy of funding for natural resource 
protection and management from the 0MB. This is because the Forest Service's budget is 
particularly vulnerable to cuts from the 0MB as 71 percent of its budget is discretionary 
(LeMaster 1982). When the RPA went into effect, the Forest Service put together 
expensive plans to manage the national forests at a high level of intensity (Cubbage et al 
1993). Clary (1986) contends that playing off the multiple use concept, the Forest 
Service created monetary goals and budgets request that Congress could not, or would 
not fund. The result would place the blame on Congress for not upholding multiple use as 
a Congressional directive. After implementation, many Forest Service leaders saw 
planning as a means to reverse years of environmental degradation. These environmental 
"fixes" had high costs eissociated with them. Therefore, they were never funded and were 
left behind for more realistic projects with each year's tangible budget. (Hirt 2000). In 
doing so, the Forest Service was able, with considerable justification, to blame Congress 
for inadequate fiinds for natviral resoiirce protection (Cubbage et al 1993). 
Behan (1981 p.36) called for a repeal of the RPA assessing "procedure paralysis" 
as a pending outcome ... "RPA assessments have not and will not affect long-term 
appropriations, as the writers intended". The act (RPA) itself has not ever produced the 
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funding from Congress that was anticipated (Thomas 2000). The RPA reflected national 
objectives, which rarely saw full implementation at the local level (Hut 2000). It seems 
that the RPA helped create a stalemate vdth National Forests spending time and money 
on developing plans that are not funded by 0MB or Congress. With the implementation 
of the RPA, the 0MB had increased influence on funding of public lands (Sample 1989). 
This begs the question how proper is it for the 0MB to make decisions about natural 
resource programs? Should the executive arm be making pecuniary decisions with 
regarding wildlife, conservation biology, or Wilderness? 
There are five major themes related to the RPA: 
1) Take into account all resources when plarming for use 
2) Improve data collection ability and establish Assessment and Program 
on their results 
3) Build decisions on analysis of costs and returns 
4) Programs should be coordinated with other federal, state, and local 
goverrmients as well as private landowners 
(Frome 1984 p. 90) 
Perhaps it is easier to imderstand the RPA when it is in conjunction with "its 
cousin" the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA). A review of literature 
shows the two are often discussed and critiqued together. 
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2949) 
This act amends the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act of 1974 
and the Organic Administration Act of 1897 by requiring land and resource management 
plaiming for units within the national forest system and additional regulation of timber 
harvesting on national forests. The major provisions of the act require (a) public 
participation in the plarming process, (b) regulations for the preparation and revisions of 
the management plans, (c) resource management guidelines for controversial 
management activities such as clear-cutting, and (d) economic analysis of management 
alternatives. 
(Cubbage et al 1993 p.535) 
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Due to Congressional and judicial congestion related to national forest 
management, the NFMA was seen as a sort of a "quick fix" towards resolution. LeMaster 
(1982) explained that the Forest Service was looking for legislative approvals for its 
planning efforts. Congress sought to wrest control over national forest budget decisions 
from the Nixon/Ford administration, conservation groups wanted better planning and 
funding for non-timber resowces. And, the timber industry wanted to resume clear-
cutting on public lands which had been brought to a stop by the Monongahela decision 
(Cubbage et al 1993). 
A portion of the NFMA, was a reaction to the Monongahela court decision that 
halted the practice of clear cutting in West Virginia due to a clause in the Organic Act of 
1897 (Cubbage et al 1993). The clause specified trees cut on national forest had to be 
"dead, mature, or large growth timber" (Frome 1984). The NFMA retracted parameters 
on timber harvesting as defined by the Organic Act and made national forest plans the 
basis for regulating harvest practices (Frome 1984). The NFMA was intended to help 
enable the RPA. What the RPA left out, NFMA attempted to explain. 
The RPA dictated development of a " systematic interdisciplinary approach to 
achieve integrated consideration of physical, biological, economic and other sciences". 
The NFMA specified how those land management plans were to be structured and what 
they were to include (Bean 1983). The RPA called for equal conservation for and 
protection of all the resources in an optimal mix (Frome 1984). The importance of 
NFMA lay in its specificity, important because it gives a direct guideline for national 
forests to follow but it was also important for ease of legal action against any national 
forests not adhering to the specifics. Those specifics included provisions for diversity of 
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plant and animal communities based on suitability and capability of specific land areas in 
order to meet overall multiple use objectives " (Section 6(g)(B). Another important aspect 
of the NFMA defined hmits on timber removals called allowable sale quantity (ASQ) 
(Cubbage et all 993). It stated that the sale of timber shall be limited to a quantity equal 
to or less than a quantity which can be removed fi-om such forest annually in perpetuity 
(on a sustauned yield basis). 
Sustained yield suggests a structure in which "interlocking ecological and human 
economic systems must be sustained together over time" (Cubbage et al 1993 p.99). 
Oddly, the intent was to provide specifics for planning, but a host of vague terms were 
en:q)loyed. Clauses like "lands to be adequately re-stocked" and "stream protection" 
opened all sorts of opportunities for litigation. Prior to NFMA, managers used relatively 
flexible guides which allowed for deviation from the rules when warranted by specific 
circumstances. With their guidelines as legal documents, no deviation could be allowed 
for fear of inducing law suits (Behanl990). No first hand knowledge of the 
idiosyncrasies of a forest, district, watershed, timber sale or stand could be applied that 
was not within the law. 
Maybe even more impactful, is the provision requiring public involvement in 
national forest planning. Regulations issued pursuant to the NFMA called for the 
development of procedures to provide government agencies and the public, sufficient 
notification, pending actions and provisions of opportunity to comment on the 
"formulation of standards, criteria, and guidelines applicable to Forest Service programs" 
(Cubbage et al 1993 p.336). This rule provided for a comprehensive examination of 
current conditions on national forests related to multiple uses, a discussion of problems. 
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and description of the opportunities and objectives for the whole forest. All these required 
steps were then wrapped up into one document to be provided to the public for comment. 
This was to prove an important instrument for encouraging communication between the 
public and agency employees (Hirt 2000). 
All through the 1980's the budgeting process was not cohesive with the planning process 
and funding for approved plans did not reflect the intention of either RPA documents or 
individual forest plans (Sample 1990). 
Speaking from an ecological perspective Yaffee (1994) points to the NFMA as a 
cause of forest fragmentation. NFMA limited the size of clear-cuts to 40 acres so instead 
of large clearcuts of various size to fit the landscape, there are smaller (usually 40 acre) 
cuts that have fragmented the landscape. 
Environmental Legislation 
It is important to define a few environmental protection laws that play an 
important role in this paper. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884) 
facilitated protection/conservation of threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems which species require for viability. Specifically this legislation includes 
"provisions for a) determining whether any species is endangered or threatened, b) 
acquiring land for habitat protection, c) facilitating cooperation among states, federal 
agencies and foreign nations" (Cubbage et al 1993 p.530). Also important is the National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) of 1969 (83 Stat. 852). The intent of the act was 
to "promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man, and enrich the understanding of 
ecological systems and natural resources important to the nation" (Department of 
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Agriculture 2000 p.67515). NEPA's importance lies in it's requirement for the Forest 
Service to consider and use ecological information in its planning efforts and also to 
prepare detailed statements related to the various options and the anticipated effects of 
management actions. This was to be achieved prior to taking any management action. 
DISCUSSION 
The laws that were passed to ensure appropriate management of the national 
forests (MUSYA, NFMA, and RPA) have failed to provide multiple use. The MUSYA 
said national forests are estabUshed and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, 
range, timber, watershed, and wildUfe and fish purposes. The RPA was set up to 
ehminate individual problem analysis for multiple uses such as timber harvest, livestock 
grazing, watershed health, fish and wildlife habitats, and wilderness issues through 
preparation of more holistic and integrated forest plans. The NFMA included specifics to 
provide diversity of plant and animal communities based on suitability and capability of 
specific land areas in order to meet overall multiple use objectives. These laws have not 
provided these multiple use attributes. 
Timber As A Use 
Regardless of legislation, multiple use has diminished as a factor on U.S. national 
land management. A few uses of the national forest are taking dramatic precedence over 
others. Recreation, wildlife, fish, and watershed protection have been priorities in 
national forest land management over timber. I would like to recognize that not all uses 
are treated equally including mineral extraction and grazing, but the purpose of this paper 
is to focus on recognizing timber as a use. 
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"Zoning" has replaced multiple use as the dominate technique for determining 
land use. One third (5.8 million acres) of the national forests have been placed in a 
roadless status and therefore in a preserve status (Thomas 2000). We have come full 
circle in national forest land management. We are now in a state of preservation of a vast 
area of lands that have been zoned: Wilderness, Wild and Scenic River, National 
Recreation Area, and now Roadless Area designations. We have the luxury of being able 
to protect these areas for intergenerational equity, but what of the other two-thirds of the 
national forests? The areas originally designated to provide a continuous supply of 
timber and favorable water flows? 
Softwood Harvest 
The softwood timber harvest from national forests over the last sixty years is 
shown in figure 2. 
Softwood Harvest From National Forests 
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Figure 2 (www.fs.fed.us) 
The period between 1985 - 1995 was marked by a reduction of a over 1200 million cubic 
feet of timber in less than ten years. Perhaps a portion of this reduction was necessary to 
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compensate for over harvesting in the period between 1960 - 1985. Yet, perhaps this 
current harvest is too low when considering the imports of timber shown in figure 3. 
Imports of Timber 
We should recognize the billions of cubic feet of timber imported from outside the United 
Sates, especially the increase after the early 1990's. The added red arrow shows 
approximately the amount of National Forest Softwoods currently harvested. It seems 
hypocritical to import this foreign timber while preserving our own. With Canada being 
a large exporter to the U.S., the Canadian people should not stand for this arrogance. 
Imports of Timber Products, 1965-1997 (billion cubic feet) 
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Figure 3. (U.S.D.A. Forest Service 1999) 
Consumption 
The point remains that the management of the forest reserves (now National 
Forests) originally described by the Organic Act, redefined by the MUSYA, and intended 
to be facilitated by RPA and NFMA should be managed for a continuous supply of 
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timber to meet the needs of the American people. In this decade (1985-1995) of cut 
backs in timber cut, consider: (Dombeck 2000): 
"Our annual paper consumption is increasing overall by 120% and per capita by 
90% from 1965 to 1999. 
The average size of homes in the United States went from 1520 square feet to 
2120 square feet from 1971 to 1996. 
Our overall demand for wood fiber increased 50% from 1965 to 1998. 
We consume 75 cubic feet per person in forest products, paper products, and 
fuelwood, which is equivalent to 3 trees 15" to 18" in diameter per year." 
(Dombeck 2000 p.2) 
With such increases in consumption every year it is contradictory to be reducing the 
cutting of timber on national forests. The state of planning for timber sales in the Forest 
Service is near a stand still with most timber sales held up in litigation by those opposed 
to the methods of harvest, it's effects, or those opposed to any cutting whatsoever. 
Consider the environmental group the Sierra Club. Their position is "To restore healthy 
forest ecosystems and sustainable local economies, and to preserve our National Forests 
for years to come, we must end conamercial logging on federal lands" 
(www.sierraclub.com). 
The laws that are set up to promote proper planning, management, and multiple 
use such as the RPA and NFMA, can be overridden by environmental laws such as the 
ESA. The ESA can be used to challenge and/or halt any planned timber sales in areas 
designated as critical habitat for a threatened or endangered species. This is not to say 
the ESA is inappropriate, it serves as an example of dysfiinction between existing laws. 
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Due to the legislation set up for allowances of multiple use, the United States, and 
particularly the Forest Service can set a universal example of sustainability. We have 
valuable natural resources that can and should be sustainably managed, for generations to 
come. The current level of expenditure for planning on national forests is a waste if these 
forests are to be divided into preserves due to failed processes. Forest Service managers 
must be accoimtable for the dollars being spent. If we are to utilize natural resources 
from these lands then the applicable timber laws must be much more cohesive. The 
MUSYA and NFMA must mesh more effectively, with environmental legislation such as 
the ESA. This idea may suggest better environmental analysis and cooperation with 
other agencies to develop pro-active conservation plans, rather than abandoning resource 
extraction. 
Another suggestion has been a modification of existing legislation. The ESA is 
one of the most popular pieces of legislation ever enacted. With forest aesthetic and 
recreation values of resource extraction at an emotional high, a mere suggestion of a 
change in envirormiental legislation is a cry for a natural resource holy war. Due to its 
popularity, any amendments to the ESA may be impossible in the foreseeable future. 
Regardless, there must be some point where endangered species are protected and 
resource extraction is appropriate. So the immediate move toward a solution resides in 
finding increased harmony between these laws. I assume that there is some point in 
utilization of forest products and environmental protection that represents appropriate 
balance. For example, protection and utilization are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 
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CONCLUSION 
The new planning regulations (as required by the RPA) were published in 
November of2000. They affirm sustainability as the overall goal for National Forest 
System plarming and management (Department of Agriculture 2000). These new rules 
certainly affirm the goals and mission of the Forest Service. The rules accomplish these 
goals by "affirming sustainability as the overall goal for the National Forest System 
planning and management; establishes requirements for the implementation, monitoring, 
evaluation, amendment, and revision of land and resource management plans". "Its 
intended effects are to simplify, clarify, and otherwise improve the planning process; to 
reduce burdensome and costly procedural requirements; to strengthen and clarify the role 
of science in planning and to strengthen collaborative relationships with the public and 
other government entities" (Department of Agriculture 2000 p. 67514). The new rules do 
not go far enough when providing for multiple use. The rules make ecological 
sustainability a priority, which in turn is suggested to provide for social and economic 
sustainability The planning rules are an invitation to litigation. Instead of a two-tiered 
priority, equal priorities foimded on the basis of ecological sustainability and multiple use 
meeting the needs of the American people would be more prudent. The Forest Service 
has a long, proud history of conservation, preservation and provision. It seems legally, 
the Forest Service is in jeopardy when providing for multiple use. Only through more 
careful revision of planning regulations, that would provide for multiple uses including 
timber, sustainability, and enforcement of said regulations, can the Forest Service 
continue to meet the needs of the American people. Without such revisions, new land 
18 
management laws defining Forest Service land as areas of preservation should be 
enacted, and we can break dysfunctional land management. 
19 
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